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entitled "Method And Apparatus For Locating A Two-Di nensi onal
Synbol Using A Double Tenplate,” which is a continuation of
Application 08/ 024,386, filed March 1, 1993, now abandoned.
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DECI S| ON ON APPEAL

This is a decision on appeal under 35 U. S.C. § 134 from
the final rejection of clainms 1-8, 11-19, 22-30, 33-41 and 44.
The final rejection of clainms 9, 10, 20, 21, 31, 32, 42, and
43 has been w thdrawn (Exam ner's Answer, pages 1-2).

W reverse.

BACKGROUND

The di sclosed invention is directed to nmethods and
apparatuses for locating the position of an inmaged acquisition
target in a pixel i1mage.

Claims 1 and 23 are reproduced bel ow.

1. A conputer-inplenented nethod for |ocating the
position of an inmaged acquisition target in a pixel
i mge, conprising the follow ng steps:

(a) generating imge signals corresponding to said
image with a camera, said i nmage conprising said i maged
acqui sition target;

(b) conparing said image signals with tenpl ate
signals corresponding to a double tenplate at a plurality
of positions within said i mage using a processor, said
doubl e tenpl ate corresponding to an ideal acquisition
target, wherein said double tenplate conprises two
i dentical hal ves; and

(c) locating the position of said i maged acqui sition
target in said image using the processor in accordance
with said conparisons of step (b).
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23. A computer-inplenented nmethod for |ocating the
position of an inmaged acquisition target in a pixel
i mage, conprising the follow ng steps:

(a) generating image signals corresponding to said
image with a canera, said i mage conprising said i nmaged
acqui sition target;

(b) conparing said imge signals with tenplate
signals corresponding to a double tenplate at a plurality
of positions within said image using a processor, said
doubl e tenpl ate corresponding to an ideal acquisition
target, wherein at |east one half of said double tenplate
does not correspond with a center of said ideal
acquisition target; and

(c) locating the position of said i nmaged acquisition

target in said inmage using the processor in accordance
with said conparisons of step (b).

The Exam ner relies on the followng prior art

r ef er ences:

Dvor zsak 4,736, 109 April 5,
1988
Chandl er et al. (Chandler '936) 4,874,936 Cct ober 17,
1989
Chandl er et al. (Chandler '029) 4,896, 029 January 23,
1990
Barski et al. (Barski) 4,949, 392 August 14,
1990
CGhazi zadeh 5,077, 809 Decenber 31,
1991

Claim1l-6, 8, 12-17, 19, 23-28, 30, 34-39, and 41 stand

rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) as bei ng unpatentabl e over

Dvor zsak and Ghazi zadeh. The Examni ner adds Barski for the
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rejection of clainms 11, 22, 33, and 44 and adds Chandl er ' 029
and Chandler '936 for the rejection of clains 7, 18, 29, and
40.

We refer to the Exam ner's Answer (Paper No. 22) (pages
referred to as "EA ") for a statenent of the Exam ner's

position and to the Brief (Paper No. 21) (pages referred to as

"Br__") for Appellants' argunents thereagainst.

OPI NI ON
Appel l ants argue (Br8): "Dvorzsak does not teach using a
double tenplate to locate a single acquisition target. |If

anyt hi ng, Dvorzsak teaches the use of two distinct single
tenplates to locate two distinct acquisition targets .

The Exam ner finds that "Dvorzsak teaches using a double
tenpl ate (Dvorzsak: figures 3A and 3B or figure[s] 3C and 3D)
to locate a single acquisition target (Dvorzsak: 10 or 10" in
figures 1 and 2)" (EA8). W think Appellants correctly
sumari ze the Examiner's position as considering patterns 14
and 16 as part of a single acquisition target (the coded
docunent 10) and signatures 26 and 28 as hal ves of a double

tenpl ate.
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We agree with Appellants that Dvorzsak does not teach
using a double tenplate to |locate a single acquisition target.
A "tenplate" is defined as an "overlay" and, therefore, a
double tenplate to | ocate a single acquisition target requires
the two halves of the tenplate pattern to be fixed with
respect to each other to overlay the target. For exanple, in
the exanple in the specification, the two tenplates are a
constant 10 rows apart (specification, page 14). Dvorzsak
determ nes the centroids of the positioning indicia 14 and 16
and identifies markable | ocations 12 relative to the
determ ned centroids. Because the docunent may be skewed at
an angle, the signatures 26 and 28 in Dvorzsak are a vari able
di stance apart dependi ng on how nuch the coded docunent 10 is
rotated. Thus, the systemfirst finds the centroid of one
pattern and then finds the centroid of the other pattern and
so uses two distinct single tenplates to |locate two distinct
acquisition targets. That is, the two signatures 26 and 28
are not overlaid over the coded docunent 10 as a tenplate, but
are overlaid separately over patterns 14 and 16, respectively.

The Exam ner applies Ghazizadeh for the limtation of a

doubl e tenplate conprising two identical halves, as recited in
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i ndependent clains 1 and 12, and states that Dvorzsak and
Ghazi zadeh teach one half of the double tenplate not
corresponding with a center of the ideal acquisition target.

Al though we find that Dvorzsak does not teach using a double
tenplate to locate a single acquisition target, we | ook to see
whet her Gnhazi zadeh makes up for this deficiency.

CGhazi zadeh di scl oses a technique for character
recognition in which seven sub-regions of the character are
anal yzed to form sequences of alternating dark and |ight bands
that represent one small area of the character. The character
image fits within a rectangular array R of pixels that is
fixed for that character (col. 3, lines 57-59). The technique
is illustrated in figures 1A-1D for the | ower case letter "b."
Two horizontal "slices" (a thin sub-array of pixels chosen
fromthe rectangular array R that represents the i nage of the
character), as shown in figure 1A, provide dark-and-1|ight
sequences 11S and 12S corresponding to the dark and |i ght
areas of the character at the slice. A vertical slice 13
produces a sequence 13S. "Masks" are applied to the left,
right, top, and bottom of the character to produce

dar k- and- i ght sequences 14S, 15S, 16S, and 17S. The
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sequences are sunmarized in the table at colum 4, approx.
lines 52-57. "Only the dark-and-Iight sequence of bands, not
the relative or absolute size of these bands, is used to
identify the character." (Abstract.)

We agree with Appellants' argunment (Br8-9) that
Ghazi zadeh does not identify the |location of the position of
anything. The position of the characters is known.

We al so agree wth Appellants' argunent (Br9) that the
slices 11 and 12 of figure 1A in CGhazi zadeh represent scans
across a character to generate dark-and-light sequences of
bands which are then used to identify the character. The
sequences derived fromthe slices are used to identify a
character, not to |locate an acquisition target. The slices do
not represent "tenplates" which are overlaid or conpared with
the character. Ghazizadeh nmatches based on the sequences of
l'ight-and-dark patterns, not by conparing a tenplate with the
character.

Accordingly, we find nothing in Ghazi zadeh that suggests
using a double tenplate to |ocate a single acquisition target.
Because all independent clainms 1, 12, 23, and 34 call for a

double tenplate to locate a single acquisition target, which
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[imtation is not taught by Dvorzsak or Ghazi zadeh, the
rejection of clainms 1-6, 8, 12-17, 19, 23-28, 30, 34-39, and
41 is reversed. The patents to Chandl er '029, Chandler '936,
and Barski do not cure the deficiencies of Dvorzsak and

CGhazi zadeh. Thus, the rejections of clains 7, 11, 18, 22, 29,

33, 40, and 44 are al so reversed.
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The rejections of clainms 1-8,

are reversed.

CONCLUSI ON

REVERSED

KENNETH W HAI RSTON

Adm ni strative Pat ent Judge

LEE E. BARRETT
Adm ni strative Patent Judge

STUART N. HECKER
Adm ni strative Patent Judge
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